Introduction
Roman Vishniac and his family, Jewish refugees fleeing Nazi Germany, arrived in New York City (NYC) on 31 December 1940. By 8 September 1941 -a scant eight months laterThe New York Times (NYT) reported that he had won an award from the New York Zoological Society (more commonly known as The Bronx Zoo) for an entry in their annual photography competition. (NYT 1941) In his two-page, singlespaced, letter of thanks to the Society, dated 18 October 1941, Vishniac stated a philosophy of photography to which he zealously adhered over a five-decade career: "I tried to picture the animals in the Zoo as personalities. Not an animal did I want to show but the animal with his particular qualities and expressions.". (Vishniac's underscores in the original "carbon copy" on foolscap.) (Vishniac 1941) This anthropomorphic approach and philosophy, almost unique in its time, permeated Vishniac's work in biological photography and cinematography leading him to become the pre-eminent photographer of the life sciences from the 1950s through the 1970s, continuing to work until just a few years before his death in 1990. While some of the details of Vishniac's early life and career have been lost to the fog of revolution, wars, forced migrations and time, the body of work in biological photography and cinematography that he created and the widespread dissemination that it received were unparalleled in their time. (Figure 1) Vishniac's documentary images (primarily in still media but with some surviving motion picture footage) of pre-Holocaust life among the Jewish population of Eastern Europe are widely known and published and have been widely honored in the art and photography worlds. This documentary aspect of Vishniac's work has been the subject of numerous exhibitions in the United States (US) and internationally, books, and other publications. (Benton 2015A) Of note, recent research has cast doubt on the veracity of some of Vishniac's descriptions and captioning of this work, as well his description of the motivating factor(s) in their creation. (Newhouse 2010) Similarly, verifiable sources regarding Vishniac's early years and education, academic achievement or position and professional qualifications are unavailable. Little discussion or review of Vishniac's biological photography has been presented or published since the 1950s.
Vishniac's most important documentary photography, which was produced over the relatively brief period circa 1935 -1938 , was brought to prominence first in the late 1960s through the efforts of Cornell Capa and the International Fund for Concerned Photography; and then by its successor institution the International Center for Photography (ICP) where the Roman Vishniac Archive (RVA-ICP) was established in 2007. It is paradoxical that this earlier work has largely eclipsed Vishniac's later, seminal and previously widely appreciated and acclaimed work in biological photography and cinematography. His work in biological photography was a life-long effort of exceptional quantity, breadth and depth that occupied him professionally -with great success, recognition and honor -for a period of over 50 years. In this paper we seek redress this imbalance and to consider why and how this occurred.
Russia, Germany and France (1897 -1940)
Born in 1897 near St. Petersburg, Russia, Roman Vishniac was the scion of a wealthy family. He grew up living in Moscow under Tsarist rule in one of the few Jewish families permitted to live outside of the "Pale of Settlement". As a child he was initially educated privately in the family home by tutors (as was the custom at the time) and he developed a keen interest in both biology and photography at a young age. Vishniac claimed, as noted in various sources, to have made his first scientific photograph at age seven when he placed his box camera to the eyepiece of his microscope to photograph a magnified view of a cockroach leg. (Kinkead 1955B pg. 31, Sabin 1978 , Mitgang 1983 After secondary education at a private academy, Vishniac entered Moscow University in 1914. Although reliable details regarding this period are scant, he seems to have performed research in the laboratory of Nikolay Koltzloff; a leading developmental biologist based at the Shanyavsky Institute (now the Russian State University for the Humanities) who made the induced metamorphosis of Ambystoma mexicanum's from aquatic newt to terrestrial salamander a preferred animal model for the study of the physiology of animal transformation and maturation. (Soyfer 2001) However, the results of the research that Vishniac is said to have conducted were never published due to the unstable socio-political situation that evolved in Moscow as a result of Russia's entry in to World War I in November 1914; followed by the Russian Revolution which commenced in February 1917; and which continued in various forms until the establishment of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1922. (Kinkead 1955B pgs. 32-33) While initially unscathed by the revolutionary upheaval, by 1918 Vishniac's parents felt compelled to leave Russia and they relocated to Berlin, Germany. Roman remained in Moscow, probably to complete his studies. In 1920 he immigrated to Berlin via Latvia where he and Luta Bagg were married. As a result of marriage to a Latvian citizen Vishniac was able to obtain Latvian citizenship and a Latvian passport which subsequently provided him, his wife and their two children (who were also granted Latvian citizenship) with some degree of protection during the rise of Nazism in Germany.
In Berlin, Vishniac continued his interest in photography influenced by the modernist vein that was fashionable at the time. He also continued working in both biology and biological photography and lectured at various camera clubs and scientific groups where he was a member. (Eskildsen 2015) Deriving from the "street photography" that he was practicing, Vishniac developed a small practice in photojournalism. A photograph by Vishniac of a book-burning at the Reichstag (the German parliament building) was syndicated and appeared in the US in Friday magazine. (Kinkead 1955B pg. 40) There is indication that during his Berlin years he produced work in biological photography in collaboration with individuals at the University of Pennsylvania. (Holt 1940) (Figure 2) Beginning in 1935 and continuing through 1938, Vishniac was commissioned and paid to produce documentary photography by the American Jewish Joint Distribution Committee (JDC) -a US-based non-governmental organization -whose activities concentrated on supporting impoverished Jewish populations; and later on facilitating emigration from wartime Europe. To fulfill this commission, Vishniac made numerous trips to photograph Jewish populations over a great geographic expanse including countryside in Poland, Romania, Hungary, Carpathian Ruthenia (now the Ukraine), the Baltic States and Czechoslovakia; as well as the Polish cities of Warsaw, Krakow and Lodz. The image of Jews presented by Vishniac was not representative of the range of the economically and religiously diverse Jewish population in these areas -and in truth it was not meant to be. This was an assignment designed and undertaken to yield images that would support the JDC's fundraising efforts. Images from this project were first displayed in the US at the JDC headquarters in NY in 1938. (Benton 2015B pg. 118) The 2,000-odd photographic negatives and small 
United States (1941 -1959)
Immediately after his arrival in NYC on 31 December 1940 Vishniac began working as a freelance photographer. His work in his first NYC years consisted largely of portraiture and documentary photography for fundraising activities commissioned by social welfare and educational organizations. Much of this photography took place in the Jewish immigrant community where his work in this area was already known; and where his limited ability in English (despite speaking several European languages) was less of a handicap. Also most interestingly, and only recently discovered by researchers at RVA-ICP, he undertook similar documentary work depicting efforts to help with the settlement and integration in to the US of recent Chinese immigrants by organizations in NYC's Chinese-American community. (Ma & Tam 2015) His most famous portraiture done during this period was a self-assigned, "spec" project which yielded an insightful series of images of Albert Einstein at work in Princeton, NJ. In 1978, Vishniac (who continued to make his living as a working photographer) issued and marketed a 7-print, limited edition portfolio of images from this project. (Figure 4) During these early years in NYC Vishniac was also able to continue working in biological photography. His first sale of a scientific images, in 1942, was a series of photographs documenting the nuptial dance of the Mayfly to Nature Magazine. (Kinkead 1955B pg. 41 ) By 1943, Vishniac was sufficiently knowledgeable of the mechanisms in the US for the funding of artistic endeavors that he submitted a fellowship and funding application to the John Simon Guggenheim Memorial Foundation titled, "Photography of the behavior of socially living insects in free nature". (Vishniac 1943) 27 August 1945 marked the first appearance of Vishniac's scientific photographs in LIFE magazine, illustrating an article on insect damage to crops executed in collaboration with LIFE's science photography specialist Fritz Goro. (LIFE 1945) Vishniac's first major academic project came in 1946; a study of healing and regeneration in tadpole tails utilizing live subjects with Dr. C. C. Speidel of the University of Virginia (UVA). In this study wounds were made to tadpole tails and Vishniac photographed the cellular processes (e.g.: phagocytosis) leading to blood vessel repair. (Kinkead, 1955A pg. 40) Portions of this work remain preserved in the UVA archives. (Speidel 1946) By about 1950, Vishniac was able to largely give up his nonscientific work and concentrate all his efforts in the realm of biology. This period, beginning in 1950 and continuing through the early 1970s, comprised Vishniac's most important and prolific years in biological photography and cinematography. Vishniac's work and reputation were well enough known by then that he authored a promotional article titled Color Photomicrography for Exakta, a popular camera manufacturer of the day. (Vishniac 1950 Throughout the first half of the 1950s Vishniac (solo, or in collaboration with other photographers and illustrators) executed major assignments for LIFE. All displayed photographs of living insects, aquatic species or microorganisms. Amongst these, two are of particular prominence. In 1951, Vishniac produced an article describing and demonstrating a photomicrographic technique that he dubbed "Colorization". (LIFE 1951) In the article's text Vishniac described his "novel" methods of adding color to otherwise transparent microscopic specimens, thus helping to elucidate structural differences otherwise difficult or impossible to see. (Figure 6A & B) The photographs appearing in this article (as well as other still and ciné materials of the period) have previously been described as having been produced using contrast enhancing modalities including darkfield, Rheinberg illumination, polarization and phasecontrast (all of which were extant though not widely known or utilized by photographers) or a combination of these methods. (Radzyner 1993) Vishniac was able to portray and promote "Colorization" as an innovative technology that he pioneered. This well-demonstrates Vishniac's facility for self-promotion; which would serve him well as he continued his work as an independent photographer and producer who was always obligated to seek clients, commissions and grants.
Vishniac -who at this time did not yet have an institutional or academic affiliation -described some aspects of his "Colorization" method in a presentation to the American Society of Zoologists: "… the details of biological structures can rarely be visualized directly in fresh preparation under the polarization microscope. This difficulty has been partially overcome by introducing compensators into the optical system having specific fractional wavelength retardations. In this manner the weak birefringence is replaced by various chromatic shades of interference colors. The resulting polichromatic (sic) image resolves a structural detail otherwise invisible in the living tissues of plant and animals. By comparison with fixed and dehydrated preparations of the same tissue, one may identify numerous artifacts produced by the customary histological and cytological procedures.". (Vishniac 1951) He also described this method in later, published interviews. (Kinkead 1955A pgs. 35-38) Vishniac also undertook extensive projects with Dr. Talbot Waterman (an expert on insect sensory physiology) at Yale University on the visual apparatus of the firefly. After dissection and preparation of the insect's ommatidia (multilensed eye) Vishniac photographed his daughter Mara through the insect eye mounted on to the objective lens of a horizontal microscope. (Kinkead 1955B pg. 46) (Figure 8 ) With Drs. Benton Lutz and George Fulton at Boston University he participated in studies on the repair of blood vessel damage and embolus formation in the cheek pouch of hamsters. Vishniac developed a systematic method of returning to an identical, in vivo, microscopic field over time using the subjects' vascular tree as a "road map" through low magnification to high magnification transitions leading to a particular area of induced vascular damage and subsequent healing and remodeling. (Kinkead 1955A pg. 38, Lutz & Fulton 1954 1955 marked a milestone for Vishniac with two major events of professional significance that helped to further propel his career. In July, Vishniac was the subject of a lengthy two-part profile in The New Yorker magazine which was based largely on extensive interviews with Vishniac and others. Authored by Eugene Kinkead (who wrote for The New Yorker from 1933 through 1984) the articles described in great detail Vishniac's extensive scientific photography and which presented and discussed his pre-war documentary photography briefly and principally as a part of his past history. (Kinkead 1955A, Kinkead 1955B) The profile in The New Yorker, appearing in consecutive weekly issues, brought Vishniac's work to a new and much broader audience and subsequently gave him much greater access and credibility when he later pursued grant support for motion picture projects. Throughout, the articles placed great emphasis on the unique nature of his work with living organisms, on how much personal involvement Vishniac brought to his work (e.g.: gathering and housing specimens, research in to the habits and habitat of subjects) and on the technical processes that he used. Included in a lengthy technical discussion and description are subjects such as the optical considerations of refraction and polarization of light; use of micromanipulators; combined diascopic and episcopic illumination methods; the difficulty of maintaining field-ofinterest whilst observing and filming moving microorganisms; and what we would now refer to as "focus stacking" in order to increase the vanishingly small depth-of-field encountered at high magnification. Maintaining his strong views regarding observation of living subjects, he railed against the relatively new technologies of ultraviolet and electron microscopy which either killed the subject or required dead, fixed material. This rather technical material and its discussion were presented to the readers of a general interest magazine. The New Yorker in 1955 seldom published photographic images in its editorial content (a practice it continues today). Vishniac's and Kinkead's language alone (save for two small line-drawing portraits of Vishniac and brief quotes from comments by others about Vishniac) convey both the technical content and Vishniac's personal attachment to his scientific photography.
Especially prescient is Vishniac commenting on advances yet to be made utilizing light microscopy: "… the future of microscopy lies in extending the range of the study of life …". (Kinkead 1955A pg. 30) Vishniac could not have predicted advances such as vital staining, fluorochromes and confocal microscopy -all of which we now apply to living materialand each of which have indeed extended the range of the microscopic study of life. We suspect that these technologies would not have surprised him and indeed can be seen as further proof of his oft-expressed belief in the importance of experimentation and observation using living subjects. On full display in The New Yorker articles is Vishniac's penchant for storytelling and anthropomorphizing. Included are descriptions of observations through the microscope such as: "Here comes a little animal who is full of curiosity. He wants to learn and see more, and is forever peering around his tiny landscape. Near him is another who is interested only in searching for food. And now comes a third who is more social. He hates to be alone and is constantly running from one friend to another.". (Kinkead 1955A pg. 29) and: "… We see the male bristle worms, circling in the light in a state of wild excitement. Then we see a female approaching, with her peculiar tapering movement. Now the males circle around and around the female, whirling madly closer and closer. And then finally one reaches her, and in the moment of fertilization the female literally explodes scattering the fertilized eggs in every direction. And then more males and more females -over and over again this miracle of life and death occurred before my eyes. Addressing a general audience, Vishniac authored the text and provided color photography for two booklets, The Living Earth (Vishniac 1956 ) and Mushrooms (Vishniac 1957A) , which were part of the National Audubon Society's Nature Program (in collaboration with the publisher Nelson Doubleday, Inc.). Audubon's multi-volume educational series was aimed specifically at the youth market. Each booklet was accompanied by photographs on a perforated sheet of color "stamps" (42 accompanying the Mushrooms title and 30 accompanying The Living Earth) which the young reader would paste to the pages describing the pictured subject. This was an economical method of adding color images to printed matter. (Figure 10 ) Mushrooms was re-issued in 1966. (Vishniac 1966a) Film Series as detailed in the proposal was to initially consist of eight films for high school use and five for college level. An additional 16 films were proposed for high schools and eight additional for colleges to be produced in a second phase. Vishniac's approach to this project described in the grant proposal retained his guiding precept of working with living subjects: "There is a need for a new approach, namely, a series of films which come as close as possible to duplicating the experience of an original observer so that the student can see for himself the life processes from which current theories and established fact have evolved … In general all filming will be done in those geographical areas which are the natural habitats of the living organisms to be studied.". The "Major Areas" the series proposed to address could still today form the core of an undergraduate biology survey course. (Table 1) 
United States (1960 -1975)
On 8 June 1960, six months after the proposal's submission, the National Science Foundation dispatched a funding letter to Yeshiva University's President (Dr. Samuel Belkin) awarding "…the amount of $112,340 for the production of a first group of films in the projected "Living Biology" series" ("NSF G13097"). Funding was issued via the Course Improvement Program of the Curriculum Improvement Section. The funding letter states, hewing closely to the language of the grant proposal, "The general purpose of this project is to help improve instruction in biology in secondary schools and colleges and universities by producing a series of 16mm, soundcolor motion pictures designed to duplicate for students as closely as possible the experience of original observers in studying organisms in their natural environments so that students can see the dynamic living processes upon which current interpretation and theory are based.". (Kelly 1960 Documents in the YU archives record extensive discussions regarding administrative and business related issues pertaining to the film series: Should the films be rented or sold? Should distribution be in-house or should it be contracted out? To what use(s) would YU be allowed to put any income accruing from the films? At one point, the possibility of a total of 75 films with a production budget of over $1,000,000 was under discussion. (Conal 1962) After receiving several proposals YU assigned the distribution of the Living Biology films to the McGraw-Hill Publishing Company's educational division which had an established network designed to manage audiovisual materials.
Other discussions documented in Yeshiva's archive included: selection of a narrator, retaining of a scriptwriter (identified only as a "Miss Greenberg") and establishment of an Advisory Committee. The Committee was to be chaired by Dr. Carroll Williams with whom Vishniac had previously worked on a major LIFE article described earlier (and who was at this time Chairman of Department of Biology at Harvard University). Committee members included faculty from the Universities of Georgia, Tennessee and Rochester, City College of NY and AECOM.
Owing to its innovative nature (and perhaps as well to Vishniac's inexperience with bureaucratic process) production of the Living Biology project was not without its difficulties and the project never grew to its discussed potential. A third funding application to NSF was rejected. While the project concluded in 1964, correspondence anent its issues continues in YU's archives until 1967. Georgia-Pacific Corporation as part of an ongoing marketing campaign promoting disposable, paper Dixie Cups® as a healthier and more sanitary alternative to the conventional shared cup or glass commonly found in household bathrooms, produced a 30-second, broadcast television commercial utilizing in vitro cinephotomicrography provided by Vishniac. The ciné footage displayed the fearsome and potentially harmful "… live microorganisms …" that might be found on such a cup despite the household's best efforts at cleaning. The voice-over narration credits the footage to "… Roman Vishniac, the world's leading authority on photomicrography …". (Figure 13 (Kinkead 1955C) Of the 70 Vishniac photographs appearing in the ICP book, 29 (41%) were of biological subjects; an even higher representation than in the preceding exhibit; again recognizing the importance of his work in biology alongside the importance of his documentary photography.
Figure 11 A-D. A figure from Roman Vishniac's chapter Effects of Small Electric Currents and Dying Tissue on Blood Flow in The Rat

United States 1976 -1990
During the latter 1970s and into the 1980s, despite advancing age Vishniac, maintained an active professional life. Also during this time period, Vishniac continued to receive extensive recognition for his work. He lectured widely on a number of topics and was the recipient of many honorary degrees. (Edgerton 1959) and in the archives of Dr. Harold E. Edgerton (Edgerton 1957 (Edgerton -1961 , and given the rarity in the 1950s of equipment capable of producing such a short exposure, we hypothesize that this image was created in a collaboration between Vishniac and Edgerton. Edgerton, a long-time faculty member at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology refined the high-speed photographic "strobe" and produced many memorable still photographs of high-speed phenomena. Both men often spent summers working in Woods Hole and archived letters contain discussions regarding their common interests and that they had sought opportunities to work together. This third appearance in print must have been a "stock" sale -once again evidencing that Vishniac continued to function as an independent, working, professional photographer.
The premier issue of OMNI magazine (a science-oriented, general audience publication) appearing in October 1978 included a 10-page article which included an extensive interview with Vishniac and five full-page reproductions of photomicrographs. (Sabin 1978 ) Vishniac returned to his recurring discussion of the importance of observing and examining live rather than dead subjects. Commenting on the utility of studying " '…a prepared slide of a flat, dead object …' " Vishniac stated: " 'It is also bad science because dead matter does not teach about life.' ".
1979 brought a second ABC-TV special, the Golden Lens Award of the American Science Film Association and the Eastman Kodak Gold Medal Award from the Society of Motion Picture and Television Engineers which read: "… presented to Dr. Roman Vishniac … who has substantially advanced the technology and techniques employed for cinemicrography /macrography and used them brilliantly for both scientific research and general education." (SMPTE 1980) In 1982 he presented "Vishniac's Vision: A Veneration of Life" as the Featuring six polarized light photomicrographs described as "Colorizations"; the pictures of crystals precipitated from luxury perfumes were displayed in a luxuriously spacious design with individual images covering as much as one-andone-half pages. (Figure 15) Roman Vishniac succumbed to colon cancer on 22 January 1990 at age 92. The next day in an extensive obituary, NYT once again quoted Vishniac as saying, as had been his credo for many years (as first reported by NYT 32 years earlier (Hechinger 1960) ): "You can't teach biology with a bottle containing dead animals and organisms.". (Shepard 1990 ) An appropriate epitaph.
Coda 1990 -2015
Vishniac's documentary photographs continued to gain further prominence after his death as the focus of numerous posthumous books and exhibitions. Prominent among these are: To Give Them Light: The Legacy of Roman Vishniac (Wiesel 1993) ; Children of a Vanished World: Photographs by Roman Vishniac a book (Vishniac Kohn & Hartmann Flacks 1999) and exhibition that opened initially in NYC in 2000 before touring;
and Roman Vishniacs Berlin a 2005 exhibition at the Jüdisches Museum Berlin with accompanying catalog (Fraser, et al. 2005 
Discussion
In our introduction to this paper we introduced the paradox: Why has Vishniac's scientific photography and cinematography -despite the scope and prominence abundantly demonstrated above -largely been forgotten while his humanistic, documentary photography remains a vital art world interest? A definitive answer to such a broad and classic question, of course, cannot likely be provided. Here, rather, we can present no more than speculation and discussion.
A portion of the blame for the disparity in the awareness of and regard for Vishniac's scientific photography versus his documentary "art" may be set at the feet of the sciences and scientists themselves, of whom it may be said that they possess a short memory. The nature of scientific pursuit is to be driven by forward-looking progress for the new or "better" result. That which is past is not necessarily of great interest. British physiologist Sir Peter Medawar (1960 Nobel) summing-up this viewpoint stated, "… the history of science bores most scientists stiff...". (Medawar 1968) Similarly, Carmody describes that science idealizes process and obliterates the excitement and wonder of discovery. (Carmody 2001) In this vein, the accepted and promulgated view that science is a linear, deductive and reductive process would be the antithesis of Vishniac's previously described Romantic view of nature; perhaps making Vishniac's fit with conventional science a difficult one. Given these considerations it is likely that few older and "past", holistic images and programs would remain of interest to the sciences and scientists.
Turning attention to the world of art, the question arises not only in regard to Vishniac but more broadly: How and why does and any creative effort or endeavor become, or become recognized as "art"? More specifically, how and why does some intentdriven or applied work become "art" -or at very least an "art world interest" -while some does not? Why is scientific and technical imagery ghettoized? This question often arises in relation to any work not created in the spirit of ars gratia artis. Clearly Vishniac's commissioned, humanistic, documentary photography -created with the intent to support charitable fund-raising -has been admitted to the canon of 20 th century art relatively briskly without the patina lent by a lengthy period of passing time. This, in a manner similar to the contemporaneous and congenerous documentary photography work by Dorothea Lange, Arthur Rothstein, Ben Shahn and others commissioned by the Works Progress and the Farm Security Administrations in the US. Analogously, relatively current work from the editorial and advertising worlds by photographers such as Irving Penn and Richard Avedon is actively exhibited on the walls of prominent museums as this is written.
Hewing more closely to scientific images, Anna Atkins' cyanotypes of marine flora and Eadweard Muybridge's timemotion studies are oft-and well-recognized for their beauty as well as scientific validity. Leo Tolstoy, the Russian writer and critic stated, "… it is difficult to say what is meant by art, and especially what is good, useful art …"; validating the premise that art may indeed have a use or purpose. (Tolstoy 1995 (Tolstoy [1897 ) Demonstrably then, neither the intent, nor the age, nor the subject of images are disqualifying factors in consideration of an image's potential recognition as a work of art.
Perhaps as posited by Peres & Malin "… there is still an ambiguity associated with this type of photography. Just as the intent Vishniac was quoted as saying, " 'The purpose of photography is the transmission of a visualized sector of life through the medium of the camera into a mental process that starts with the photographer's thinking about the subject he photographs and is continued in the mind of the spectator.' ". (Deschin 1952 Peres & Malin further their discussion on the question of the potential of art in scientific photography writing, "… in these ways, through inspiration, insight and expression that images of science may also occasionally, by chance or design, be works of art. It is a rather small departure from this to deliberately make scientific images that are intended to be aesthetically pleasing but that almost incidentally include scientific subjects and use scientific equipment, ideas or techniques.". (Peres & Malin 2007) We believe that Vishniac was keenly aware of the aesthetics of many of his images. Dating back at least as far as his "Colorization" technique he intended to demonstrate that both increased scientific insight as well as viewer attention could be generated by creating more alluring images.
Addressing the scientific component of the 2016 display of the Roman Vishniac Rediscovered exhibition's appearance in San Francisco a reviewer in SciArt Magazine wrote, "… in viewing his works en masse we see a man bent on using photography not simply as a technology of documentation, but as a tool to inspire awe and consideration. He could have framed and lit his microscopic subjects in conventional ways but instead he made choices that appealed to our aesthetic sensibilities, thereby rendering his work beyond simple representation. … Scientific photography -particularly of microscopic subjects -is rarely held with the same artistic reverence as social documentary photography. This may be because the subjects seem foreign to most viewers, and therefore lack common visual references. … If the aim of art is to provide insight or inspiration that is unattainable through other means, then microscopic photography (sic) is worthy of consideration as an artistic medium.". (Ferguson 2016) Thus, much as we acknowledged as we began this discussion, 
